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~ M\ 1 am pleased to have the opportunity to explore the concept
B . '
M\ of teacher education as an all-university responsibility.
N . ‘
o It is a concept in which I gelieve deeply and one which I
L - fear we in the university loso sight of from time to time. |
Although my academic credentials and teaching and
administrative experience differ from those who have '
addressed the commission, I nonetheless consider myself as a | :
teacher educator. 1 have corrected a great many freshman
essays written by students who went on to become teachers
and introduced the outlines of literary history and the
fundamental methods of literary criticism to many high
school English teachers. I advised a great many students
who were preparing to become teachers and served on
committees concerned with the general education of all o
students including prospective teachers as well as the
campus committee governing the multiple subject major \
required of prospective elementary teachers.
o /
%; Before we explore teacher education as an all-university
| . responsibility, I want to pose a more fundamental question,
8 "Ig teacher education:a university responsibility at alle?" .
.
"
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States, of course, have the legal responsibility for teacher

certification and until very recently thef have largely

given this respongibility over to the vniversity. But in
terms of the more than 300-year history of teacher
credentiéling in,AmgFica. the formal link between the
university teacher education and state certification is not
very old. Not until 1920.did most states rely either on
presentation of university course credits to qualify for
state licenses or permit universities to certify teachers
directly or indirectly through the prograq‘approval. -~ a
prééﬁgénby thch university programs are approved by a state
commission if they meet certain standards .set by the
state.1 Up until the 1820's the decision about who could
teach had rested with local school boards. About 1825 that
decision was shifted to the count{r.z In the 18608 it

3 States used examinations until the

0

time the university credits and/or program approval process

moved to the state.
was introduced.

This formal link between university education and teacher
certification has remained pretty muchk intact from the 1920s
until the 1980s. A few states, like California, offered an

examination alternative to taking courses in the




gubject preparation but few students took advantage of it.
Mogst preferred to attend a university with an approved

program as a means of .- ining a credential.

But events of the past several Years may be shifting the
legal responsibility for teacher education away from the
university. The basic skills tests for certification which
were introduced a few years ago and now are used in a
majority of states may herald at least é.partialx return to
the stateaeianination approach. Indeed in California such
an ex#mination'is a requirement for those who wish to be
admitted to teacher edusatiOn programs that age approved by
the state. Thus even traditional university prerogatives
about admission requirements to Particulac programs have
“‘been preempted.} Should support -for expanded testing grow
and assessment by the state become the sole basis for
credentialing, then certiticatiod will be ?entcalized at the

gstate level, no longer linked directly to the university.

The motivation for the basic skills tests is clear. There
are serious questions about the university's selection
process of entr&nts to teacher preparation programs, about
the quality of education in the arts and sciences, and.about
the effec;iveness of approved programs in bcofessional .

education.




Another pressure is mpving.the;responsibiliﬁy for teacher
education away from the university toward the public

school. This move reflects the'interest in and influence of
the téachinq profession itself on educating teachers. In |
california this t:endvﬁa}.be said to have begun in 1970 when
law establishing the ;tate liCensing:agency ~-- required that
4 of 15 members of the board be classroom teachers or
practicing administiaﬁors. Univezsities are currently

represented only in ex-officio ca\[:»eu:it:y.‘l

A current
proposal for reorganizing governance of teachar
credentialing in California makes no mention of university

involvement. e

Recent changes in credential legislation in California

suggest still furthét movement in this direction. The same
weight is now given to in-service education provided by the
school district as to that provided in universitf courses as

a meansg to credential renewal.

Most significantly, legislation has created an altecrnative
to earning a credential throuyh an approved program in which

professional education is entirely based in the schools.
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The Teacher-Trainee Program established yy the Hughes-Hart
" School Reform Ac; of 1983 permite a person who has a
baccalaureate Qeqree and can Pass the state basic skills
examination to eérn a permanent credential entirely through
a program developed by a school distiict and supervised by
‘public-achool personnel._'nnd 80 the approved program
concept is simply extended outside éhe university to a
district although fewer restrictions exist for the school

district than for universitiec.

—

In many ways, these shifts or proposals for them in the
locus of legal responsibility for education and
credentialing from the university to the schools makes
formal what has been occurring for a long time in teacher
education. Universities have relied on the schools and on
classroom teachers to provide teacher education

thpough programs of practice teaching. And experienced
téachers have always continued the education of beginning
teachers in countless ways. What ié new is the effort to
have practitioners take part in the formal education of

entrants as a step toward making teaching more a profession.

such trends pushed to their logical conclusion suggest that

soon teacher ‘education may not be a responsibility of the




university at all, at least ir the sense of its offering amn
approved program as a means to certification. But'
examinations do not build competence or capacity:; they seek
only to determine it. And even if the states chose to take
back their responsibility to determine who can teach from
the university and to base it on performance on
vexaminations. most people who become teachers will have a
universitr education. And the people who will educate
candidates for those examinations will reside in the
university and the effectiveness wi;h which they give
prospective teachers the command of subjects and the
fundaiental grasp of the'metnods of inquiry in particular
disciplines will have tremendous influence on learning in

the schools.

The school-sponsored certification approach also relies on
the university to be responsible for the education of
teachers. The university must still proGide prospective
teachers with the command not only of subjects and the
fundamental grasp of methods of inquiry, but also the
foundations for the professional teacher education they are |

to apply in the schools.

[




It temains to be seen how many pgrsons will choose the
school-based programs or how many school districts.will want
to dtfer them.  In California only a few hdstricts’have
teacher trainee programé, and few students appear to be
.takinq advantage of theﬁ. Most pruspective teachers appear
to want the formal study of the social and psychology forces
that att&gt the learning of cﬁildren and youtﬁ and their.
application to teachinq found in courses in professional
education. Most are no more anxious to stand in front of a
classroom of 30_0: 80 13 year-clds with a wide spectrun of
.intellectual ability, wmotivaticn, and socio-economic
background with no formal preparation to teach than they
would be to perform brain surgery after having been operated

. on themselves or having watched someone else do it.

‘And so it may be that the trend away from fazmal. legal
university responsibility will heighten the informal,
ethical .cesponsibility of the univers.ty faculty -- those
who teach general education courses, advanced courses in the
arts and sciences as well as those in the professional
teacher education courses - to'sée that the instruction
provided prospective teachers is of the highest qﬁality.
Indeed it may be that the pgrceived\lack of :elatio@ship

!
between the professional education curriculum and the arcts

»




and sciences qurriculum cont;ibuted to the drift away ::om
the states giving the uhivé:sity,leqal responsibility for

certification. .

Let me now consider tegcher education as an all-university
respongiblity in the context of the history of teacher
education. 1Indeed the phrase has a familiar ring to it.

James Bryant Conant, a fornmer president of Harvard, made

. that Q theme of his 1963 Carnegie ﬁeport. The Education of
American Teéché;s. Conant assigned the locus of k
‘raaponsibility for teacher eﬁucation to all members of the
university faculty., not just those who taught courses in ;

v professional education. 1In doing soAhe'so&gh; to moderate

the quarrel between the arts and sciences faculty and the

professional education Zaculty. ’ ‘ |

On the one hand, he observed that arts and sciences faculty
had exhibited little concern for the public schools and even
leasg for the preparatioé of teachers, actually resenting
state requirements thatlled students to take courses in
p;ofessional aducation as the basis for earning a
credential. Having not had formal preparation to teach
themeelves and not seeing the difference between knowing

chemistry and teaching it to high school students, they saw




such courses as worthless. On the other hand, he noted
professional teacher educators who had spent their careers
exploring the science and art of téachinq and creating a
literature around it believed deeply in the need for formal
. preparation for teachers and had worked closely with state

certification agencies to see that it was required.5

Conant sought to bring the warring factions together through
action by both adninis;ratois and trustees. He called for

the president on behalf of the entire faculty to certify

that “he prospective teacher is adequately prepared to teach

in a specific field. He urged that truéteeslinsist on

continuing, %ttective all-university or interdepartmental
approaches to the éducation of teachers, and that degree
requirements Eor future teachers be justified in terms of

breadth of exposure in key academiclsubjects.6

Historians of teacher education attribute swings of the
péndulum toward or away from the all-university emphasis in
teacher education to the nature of the prevailing public
attitude toward the schools and tbward the percieved
shoﬁtcominqs of teachers. Writing in 197¢ Paul Woodring
observed tnat.when the public believes that the failure to

educate children and youth can be traced to the teacher's

io ;
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lack of knowledge of the subjects taught, then stress is
pl&bed on preparation in the arts and scienc;s and the
tendency ' to expand the preparation'period. When the
public believes that the failure of the schools to educate
children and youth can be traced to their lack of skill in

teaching, as it did in the 19608 (John Holt was the leading

‘spokesperson) then stress is Placed on preparation in

PedQQOQY-z

l
\

- The concerns over academic preparation of teachers that give-

rise to Conant's recommendations began first in the post-war
, | . .
malaise of the early 1950s and were pf couzse intensified by

the U.S. response to Sputnik. Looking back, Woodring

\

detects a renewed sense of common purpose in the preparation .

of teachers among the faculty of the university in the late

»9508 and e;rly 19608 that grew out of first public concern,

then concern of arts and sclences faculty about teacher
preparatiodl Some key conferences brought arﬁs and sciences
faculty together with ptofessi;nal teacher educators with
the result that there was general agreement that the
preparation period should be extended to five years. But
this sense of common purpose, Woodring argues, was again
lost during the late 19608 and early 1970s as the demand for
teachers declined. Afts and sciencea faculty, he notes,

began to lose interest in teacher preparation.
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Others cite more_practical‘reaeens for the fading:ef the
sense of common pureoee'between arts and science and
prefessional education faculty. PBeporting on the Ford
Foundation's grants for innovatlons in teacher. education.
Breakthrough in Teacher Education awarded during the 19608.
Jim Stone found that at the Carnegie Institute of ‘Technology
arts and gciences faculty eecame very interested 'in teaeher
education courses, but found demands on their time more than

8, Feelings about

théy could reasonably centribute.
propkiety as well were at times an obstacle, John Goodlad
reported. From his experience in a project at UCLA he

concluded that university faculty as a whole were skeptical

- that involvement of arts and science faculties both with

prospective teachers and with the precollege curriculum was
appropriate for university faculty. Refusing to reward its
faculty for such expenditures of energy, the university's

efforts to work with the school, if still continued, he

observed, were shifted toé the periphery.’ )

N,
N

This historical context convinces me that our discussion of
\ ~ »
A

teacher education as an all-uhiversity responsibility is a
timely one. Indeed I think one could safely or perhaps

L

cynically conclude that once again the pendulum has swung.

12

N
'




B

T

-12-

There is clearly public concern over the qualifidh;ions of
teachers to teach acsdenic subjécts. And there ls renewed
attention from the arts and scieﬁcea taculty to the public
schools and ¢growing interest in éhe university's
responsibility as a whole for th& education of teachers. At

\ .
least in California, interest in @eacher education here has

haiqhtenod with the concern over ﬁhe poor preparation of
sntering students for @olléqe. It\was an historic event for
California when in 1983 the faculties of the 9 campuses of.
the University of California, the 19 campuses of the
California State University and tnélloe Community Colleges
joined together to define tle competencies.necessary to;f }
succead 1n college in writing and mathematics. They are ' . B
werklng to define othe:s.‘.Increésinq.numbars of universify o ’A
faculty are devotiné time -to inproviﬁgtthe schools through
acadenmic partnéfﬁhip programs supported in large measure up

until recently by the universities' own funds.

And increasingly the responsibility for teacher education ig
being interpreted as one of the entire university. A 1983

report in the CSU, Excellence in Profassional Education,

reaffirmed longtime policy of the’ CSU Board of Trustees that
teacher education 18 an all-university responsibility and
urged that campus decision-making processes about the

over-all t%acher educatioh reflect this oziantation.lo

13
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The Chancélldr's Advisory Committee on Eicellence in
Professional Education in a soon-to-be-released report went
turth&r. They recommended that each President convene é
university-wide council on Tea~her Education whose /
responpibility it is. to foster a greater sense of common’

purpose about teacher education amohq faculty. 'The recent

. Education Review in the University of California chaired by

John Goodlad contains :ecommendations for 1nteqratiqq the
diverse but essan;ia}lconponenta of teacher educétion and of
rewarding a faculty ienber -- in whatever discipline ~-- who
devotes time creatively "to teacher education and to school

improvement."lz

Thé approach to the growing recognition about the entire
un}versity'a :esponsibility for teacher education appears to
me to be taking two forms. The one. emphasiéinq the
resaponsibility of the university. calls for clear separation
of the acadenmic preparation of teachers in order to make
arts and sciences faculties more accountabla. The secord -
the one implicit in Conant's proposals - calls for closer
integration of p;oparation through cooperation of arts and
sciences facultyvp:oﬁesaional education faculity and for
learning experiences in the major fleld of study to be
concurrent with their beginning professional teacher

education.

14




~-14..

Hendrik Gideoqse. Dean of the School of Education at’the
Uni#ersitv of Cincinniti. is a spokesman for the first
appioach-to the all-university responsibility. He argues
for "a clearer line between the liberal/content area
responsiblities of preparing éeachers and the professional
component of their training "as a means of making arts and
sciences faculty more accountable" and reversing the erosion
he finds in their definition, design, and curricular
standards in the baccalkﬁ:eate. Such arranggmenﬁ he
observes also has the advantage of permitting qreater;deptﬁ

13

and breadth in proféssional education. Although Dean

Gideonse Aoes not speak much to issues of administrative

organization, his allusion to the evolution of medical

gschools as demonstration of the revolution teacher education

is about to undergo hints at his vision of the future of

teacher education on the campus. The model for the'school

of education he appears to have in mind is the medical
school or law school in which the baccalaureate degree is at
once a sequence of courses leading to professional education

and as a screening device for students seeking admission.

(
The second or integrative vision of teacher education is

implicit in Conant's recommendations. It is based on the

internal logic of teacher preparation, as I perceive it.

4

Stated simply, what one teaches and how one teaches are

15
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A
fundamentally related. The subjects taught to ﬁrospecpive
| teachers by the arts and sciences faculty are hofe than the
foundation, more than building biocks tor professional
education. The courses about human learning and the social
and psyﬁhéloqical'torceg thét affect it and those in methods
of teaching and their appropriateness for particular age
groups and particular types of learners co-exist in a
special way with thode in subjects to be taught in the
gchools in the education of teachers. To use Conant's )
‘example, the study of chemigtry and teaching chemistry to
high school students are fundamentally related. If there is
no attempt to integrate the courses in subjects taught in
the sche¢ 18 and study in p:otessionél edudation. then the
relationship ba%ween the v&rious aspects of preparatidn of a

teacher is lost.

1
s

How can such integration of arts and sciences and
professional teacher education be achieved? : Probably only
by the accéptance of the arts and sciences faculty and the
professional teacher education faculty of their mutual |
responeibiliéy. Elaborate curricular st:qétures won't work

if faculty themselves are not committedhté such a concept of

] \‘
teacher education. But can that commitment be brought about?
/

/

!
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spokesmen for the cogcept of the all-university
;esponsibility for teacher education have identified someJ
avenues to it. Paul Woodring has told presidents of state
universities and colleges to use their presidencies as
Theodore Roosevelt did his, as "bully pulpits" from which to
proclaim the n?éd for attention to teacher education.14

And university presidents are beginning to do just that.

But is exhortation énouqh@;_?robably not.

University leadership will need to challenqé openly the'
widely held view in the university that elementary and
gsecondary school teaching ig a second-rate profession only

for second rate students. It wili have to take the lead in

"encouraging faculty to advise good students to enter

teaching. University leadership will need to tind
structural means to integrate the arts and gsciences with
professional education and to inc:easé. as Dean Bernard

Giffprd at Berkely has proposed, the interaction of the two

80 that the entire university is the locus for studies in

education.15

Conant's structural tool was a joint university

16

compittee. Now many univergsities have such committees -

most established long ago. ~Some are dormant and largely

17




ceremonial. 1In gome others, they are so active that they

choke effective progress in professional teacher education.
In these extreme cases, the dean or director of the school
or pioqran of teacher education answers to a committee
representing faculty from throughout the university who may
or may not place the 1ntere§ts of teacher education above

parochial departmental concecns.

[

Now any honest university"taculty menbéflwho ever belonqeq_
to a,conmitteé.with responsibility for a program will tell !
you that in the end the program became a creature of the
competing, often contradictory aims of the varioud members
of the committee and that as meﬁbership changed over time,

the p:ddranAchanqéd. but with littlo :éél devéibbmént. The

failure of the committee approach to program planning and

administration has been most apparent in the creation of o
gso-called interdisciplinazy majors which seem more often to
be sum of their separate parts rather than any cohesive

whole despite avdwals of the inter-relatedness of knowldege.

S§till, a faculty committee--if it is one with people’who
value teacher education, who are opinion leaders, who bring
perspectives from the departments whose job it is

to provide common intellectual experiances as well as

18
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_:l

concentration in particular subjects together with
proﬁossional teacher educators--is healthy and valuvable in’

keopinq focus on teacher education as an all-university

\

tesponsibility, but the likelihood of its success fully

n\naqinq a program is not great.

ﬁqra will be needed to integrate professional teacher
education with undergraduate preparation aﬁq to keeﬁ the ; |
responsiblity for teacher education in tne:ilgdg of the | |
faculty. .Fi:st.-liqht be anfattpgpt at conseﬂéus - among A
professional teacher educators and arts and sciences faculty
About the common body of skills and knowledge needed for
success as a teacher. PFaculties need 'to explore the
relationship between general education, cOncentratioq ina T
field of study. certain sequential courses in the social

qbiences which should be prerequisites to professional

education and teacher edﬁcation_courses. Once relaéionships

are defined and responsibilities aqsiqﬁed; program review

processes should be structured to evaluate effectiveness,

not just of eeguentia preparation, but of integration.
Second, collaboration between professional teacher educatioh

faculty and arts and hciences faculty must occur in the .

evaluation of students for admission to teacher education.

19




~19-

Professional teacher education faculty must demand that arts
and sciences faculty evaluate the oxteﬁt to which such
students shgre'connon inteilectual experiences, have a
command of the subject, and have ﬁhe ability to communicate
knowledgae of it. And professional teacher educakion faculty
must be willing to reject students judged not to meet this

critefia.

'Third, social and fiscal incentives within the university
must be created to attract and reward thosé arts and science
tfaculty and those teacher education tacuity who work to
integrate these programs. Universities may need to create a
teécher education,tacultf composed both of pérsons from the
~ arts and sciences and professional teacher education with
appropfiate experﬁiae aﬁd background much as a graduate
faculty is appointed tron'anonq the general faculty for
doctoral programs at many universities. The members of this
t;éultv ﬁoﬁi&-hé;é eﬁééiél te;éhiﬁé}Eéébbhsibilitieé.
pechaps teaching adjunct courses withip the major that
relate the university subjects to suﬂjects taught to
children and youth or teaching sections of courses for
prospective teachers. They might be designated as advisors
of potential teachers iﬁ selection of general education

courses or courses in the major. woékload assignments

20
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should be adjusted to reflect these extra §emanda on’
taculty: Another épp:oach. though not necessarily mutﬁally
exclusive of this, is ?imultangous appointment to the arts
and aciencos faculty and to the professional teacher
education faculty with the requirement for frequent
part;cipation in teirhinq both curricula.

Finally, nékinq teéc er education an all-university
responsibility will rpqﬁire a broader concept of tﬁe role of
Dean or Director of the &chool of Educ;tion. He or she
should be seen not just as .presiding over the professional
education taqulty. but as responsible for integrating the
arts and sbiencesltaculty and the teacher education
"fhéultiT”“Witﬁ“iuch“respunaiflity*muat“qomfhempower—to"~ e -
provide incentives, to make decisions about who among the
arts and sciences faculty will participate directly in
teacher education and whq';ill not. Given the heavy
féﬁpansibiiity fd;ﬂcéntéét'wifh local schools alpééay'ﬁlacéd!
on Deans and Directors of Education, senior administrators
must recognize the need for additional support positions to

provide liaison with the public schools.

In conclusion, the pub;ic concern over academic'achievement

of students and the ability of teachers has perhaps produced

21
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a flux in teacher Pducation that will serve the university
and the public well. Indeed, this new call for exceilence
in education.should'he viewed as an opportunity, and I would
hope that we in the university would not be defensive in the
face of the current, and Qometimes critical, attention. The
atmosphere created by public queﬁtioniﬁq has-led us to be
introspective. and for the most part this self-examination:
has kindled renewed interest and commitment on thé part of
all faculty to the education of prodpécfive tezchers. o |
1
The challenge to channel this interest so that.substantial
improvements in integrating the purpose and content of |
tear 1. education into an all university responsibility of
‘excellent éducation exlsts. There are significant
indications that facuity from education, arts and'sciénces,‘
and academic leaders are seeking wéys to remold this role of
the university for teacher education into an enduring one.
In twént} of thiht? &ééfs Qheh teacher educaFion is
revisited and reexamined, and it will be. just as general
education is periodﬁcally revisited, we must not find

ourselves just where we are today.

Thank you.

22
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